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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/20/07 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

With respect to Claims 1 and 4-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alexander et al (6,177,931) in view of Cuccia (6,337,719) and 
Claims 2-3 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Alexander et al (6,177,931) in view of Cuccia (6,337,719) as applied to claims 1 and 7 
above, and further in view of Herz et al (5,758,257), applicant discusses the claimed 
invention and the prior arts of record and further argues that the prior arts of record do 
not teach the claim limitations and that there is no motivation to combine the references 
(see page 5+ of Applicant's Remarks). 

In response, Examiner notes Applicant's arguments, however the Examiner 
disagrees. With respect to claims 1 and 4-7, Alexander discloses systems and methods 
for recording control interface with TV programs, video, ads and program scheduling 
information and further discloses managing the broadcast service lists in the TV 
receiver (TV/PC-10), comprising a central unit (TV/PC-10 Processor), reception unit for 
receiving and storing broadcast services and services lists, a memory (RAM) containing 
a program, a memory for storing at least one customized list of services (favorite list, 
etc.,). Alexander teaches that TV/PC-10 Processor updates a list of at least one service 
available to the receiver and stores at least one customized list (favorite list) of services 
(col.2, line 62-col.3, line 20, col.7, line 58-col.8, line 12, col.9, line 65-col.10, line 29, line 
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64-col.12, line 9) and that the Processor uses an application (EPG) in the receiver to 
trigger a consistency check between the at least one customized listing of services 
(favorite or Record List) and the updates the listing of the at least one services and 
further teaches verifying the presence of a service contained in the stored customized 
list with the received updated list (col. 7, line 58-col.8, line 12 and ool.11, line 56-col.12, 
line 9). Alexander is silent as to performing an adjustment or modification of the listing, 
as not to disrupt the receiver use. However, in the same field of endeavor, Cuccia, 
discloses an apparatus for receiving signals (EPG, etc.) during power-off (stand-by) 
mode, stores the signals and automatically updates the EPG during any or these 
modes: stand-by mode, when remote control signals are not being received, just after or 
before power-on/stand-by, nightly, etc. Hence the 103(a) rejection of the claims is 
proper, meets all the claim limitations and maintained. With respect to claims 2-3 and 8- 
10, Alexander as modified by Cuccia is silent as to where when the service contained 
within the stored customer lists is not in the updated list, deleting the service from the 
customized list. However, in the same field of endeavor, Herz discloses verifying the 
presence of a service in the at least one stored list which is not in the updated list, and 
in the case such presence is detected, deleting the service from the stored list and 
where the deletion of service from the stored list is carried out after a predetermined 
number of checks reveal the presence of the service in the update list (col. 22, line 39- 
col.23, line 18, line 19-col.24, line 58, col.25, line 45-col.26, line 24, line 51-col.27, line 
1 + and col. 29, line 6+). Herz provides a subscriber a list of n movies, programs, 
channels, etc., and monitors the list and maintains the list and updates (deleting/adding 
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service(s)) the list accordingly, based on a criteria. As to claims 8-10, Alexander as 
modified by Cuccia, is silent as to a counter, which counts the number of times when a 
service in the customized list is not in the update list, and an erasing means, which 
deletes the service from the customized list which is activated when the counter 
reaches a predetermined value and where the predetermined number is more than one 
and where the counter counts at least two times before the erasing means deletes the 
service from the customized list. However, Herz further discloses verifying the presence 
of a service in the at least one stored list which is not in the updated list using a counter 
to count the number of times when a service in the customized list is not in the update 
list, and an erasing means, which deletes the service from the customized list which is 
activated when the counter reaches a predetermined value and where the 
predetermined number is more than one and where the counter counts at least two 
times before the erasing means deletes the service from the customized list (col. 22, line 
39-col.23, line 18, line 19-col.24, line 58, col.25, line 45-col.26, line 24, line 51-col.27, 
line 1+ and col. 29, line 6+). Hence the 103(a) rejection is proper, meets all the claim 
limitations and maintained. 

With respect to Applicant's arguments as to no motivation to combine, as such 
the combination is not proper, Examiner maintains that, the test for obviousness is not 
whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporate into the 
structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly 
suggested in any one or all the references. Rather, the test is what the combined 
teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. In 
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this case all reference are in the same field of endeavor, as such combining the 
teaching of Cuccia with Alexander and the various 10(a) rejection, would be within the 
knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art, and appropriate motivation was given. 
Furthermore it appears Applicant's arguments are directed against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually 
where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 
375 (Fed. Cir.1986). In view of the above, the combination of Alexander and Cuccia for 
claims 1 and 4-7, and Alexander in view of Cuccia and further in view of Herz for claims 
2-3 and 8-10, is proper, meets all the claims limitations, maintained as repeated below. 
This Office Action is made FINAL. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 and 4-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alexander et al (6,177,931) in view of Cuccia (6,337,719) 

As to claim 1 , note the Alexander reference figures 1 and 3-10, discloses 
systems and methods for recording control interface with TV programs, video, ads and 
program scheduling information and further discloses a method for managing the 
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broadcast service lists in the TV receiver (TV/PC-10), containing a central unit (TV/PC- 
10 Processor), reception means for receiving and storing broadcast services and 
services lists, a memory (RAM) containing a program (col.2, line 62-col.3, line 20), a 
memory for storing at least one customized list of services, the method comprising the 
steps of: 

Receiving (TV/PC-10) a update of a list of at least one service available to the 
receiver storing at least one customized list (favorite list) of services (col.2, line 62-col.3, 
line 20, col. 7, line 58-col.8, line 12, col.9, line 65-col.10, line 29, line 64-col.12, line 9) 

Triggering (TV/PC-10 Processor) a consistency check between the at least one 
customized listing of services (favorite or Record List) and the update of the listing of 
the at least one services where the triggering step is chosen by an application in the 
receiver, the consistency check comprising: verifying the presence of a service 
contained in the stored customized list with the received updated list (col.7, line 58- 
col.8, line 12 and col.11, line 56-col.12, line 9). 

Alexander fails to explicitly teach performing the adjustment or modification of the 
listing, as not to disrupt the receiver use. 

However, note the Cuccia reference, discloses an apparatus for receiving 
signals (EPG, etc.) during power-off (stand-by) mode, stores the signals and 
automatically updates the EPG during any or these modes: stand-by mode, when 
remote control signals are not being received, just after or before power-on/stand-by, 
nightly, etc. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to incorporate the teaching of Cuccia into the system of Alexander to 
update the listing at moments which are minimally inconvenient to the user, in order not 
to disrupt other operations of the processor when the user is actively using the receiver, 
thereby decreasing the response time in processing events when the receiver is actively 
being used. 

As to claim 4, Alexander further discloses where when it is verified that the 
service contained in the stored customized lists is in the received updated list 
comparing whether parameters relative to the present service and parameters stored in 
the stored customized list corresponding to the present service are similar to the 
parameters relative to the present service in the updated list, and in case of a difference 
between the parameters, updating the parameters of the present service in the stored 
customized list (col.1 1 , line 9-col.12, line 9). 

As to claim 6, the claimed "Receiver for a digital TV. . ."is composed of the same 
structural elements that were discussed with respect to the rejection of claim 1 . 

As to claim 7, Alexander further discloses where the TV system allows the user 
to select a service of the customized list and for updating the customized list (col.1 1 , 
line 9-col.12, line 9). 

4. Claims 2-3 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alexander et al (6,177,931) in view of Cuccia (6,337,719) as 
applied to claims 1 and 7 above, and further in view of Herz et al (5,758,257) 
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As to claims 2-3, Alexander as modified by Cuccia, fail to explicitly teach where 
when the service contained within the stored customed lists is not in the updated list, 
deleting the service from the customized list. 

However, Herz discloses verifying the presence of a service in the at least one 
stored list which is not in the updated list, and in the case such presence is detected, 
deleting the service from the stored list and where the deletion of service from the 
stored list is carried out after a predetermined number of checks reveal the presence of 
the service in the update list (col.22, line 39-col.23, line 18, line 19-col.24, line 58, 
col.25, line 45-col.26, line 24, line 51-col.27, line 1+ and col.29, line 6+). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to incorporate the teaching of Herz into the system of Alexander as 
modified by Cuccia to monitor the service(s) stored on the customized list and update 
the stored customized list accordingly, by deleting outdated or obsolete services stored 
on the customized list. 

As to claims 8-10, Alexander as modified by Cuccia, fail to explicitly teach where 
a counter counts the number of times when a service in the customized list is not in the 
update list, and an erasing means, which deletes the service from the customized list 
which is activated when the counter reaches a predetermined value and where the 
predetermined number is more than one and where the counter counts at least two 
times before the erasing means deletes the service from the customized list. 

However, Herz discloses verifying the presence of a service in the at least one 
stored list which is not in the updated list using a counter to count the number of times 
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when a service in the customized list is not in the update list, and an erasing means, 
which deletes the service from the customized list which is activated when the counter 
reaches a predetermined value and where the predetermined number is more than one 
and where the counter counts at least two times before the erasing means deletes the 
service from the customized list (col. 22, line 39-col.23, line 18, line 19-coL24, line 58, 
col.25, line 45-col.26, line 24, line 51-col.27, line 1+ and col.29, line 6+). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to incorporate the teaching of Herz into the system of Alexander as 
modified by Cuccia to monitor on regular basis, the service(s) stored on the customized 
list and update the stored customized list accordingly, by deleting outdated or obsolete 
services stored on the customized list, thereby presenting or targeting specific 
service(s) of interest to the user, based on past history or habits as to services stored 
on the customized list. 

Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Annan Q. Shang whose telephone number is 571- 

272- 7355. The examiner can normally be reached on 700am-400pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher S. Kelley can be reached on 571-272-7331. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from 
a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Annan Q. Shang 



